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18 public schools during tha 1983-84 school yaar^ 26 public schools 
during the 1984-85 school year, and IS public schools during tha 
19BS-86 school yaar« Tha objectiva of SIP was. to improva tha academic 
achievement of students in basic skills, particulairly in reading 
comprehensiva and mathematics computation. This achiavamant was to be 
raised by implamanting crucial school ef f ectivenass factors such as a 
strong sansa of mission^ strong instructional laadarship^ high 
expectations for students and staff, frequent monitorir^ of pupil 
prograss, a positiva laarning climate^ sufficiant opportunity for 
laarning to take place and parent/conmunity involvement in tha school 
program. Before and aftar the program^ Comprehensive Tasts of Basic 
Skills were administared to measura student progress. A naads 
assessment survay was prepared, and locally constructad forms, 
surveys and checklists were used to collect tha data. The results 
showed that students' changas in achievamant vara slightly graatar 
than aKpacted in reading comprehension, and growth in mathamaticE 
computation was substantial (25^8 percent mora of the pupils at grade 
level after tha program). Pupils from lower income familias continued 
to score lowar. Appendices include needs assassmant survey factor 
profiles for alementary and middle schools, graphs of factor profiles 
for aach level, comparison of various scores to the normal curve, 
chronology of Insarvlce for SIP academy and schools, insarvlce 
evaluation form, parent survay form, and parents survay analysis for 
combinad middle schools and combined elemantary schools, (JAZ) 
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Fourth Year Final Evaluation Report 



Sehool Improvement Program 



MSTRACT 

jPeseriptlon i Thm Sehool Improvement Program (SIP) ras Implemantad In five 
ColiSbus schools during the 1982-83 SGhool year| 18 schools during tha 1983-84 
school year I 26 gehooli during the 1984-85 aehool yeari and 15 sehools during 
the lMS-86 sehool year. The SIP ymm partially funded by ICIA Chaptar 2, 

The goal of the program was to Improva the ef f eatlveness of the 
participating schools by fogtering the presence of those factors considered by 
researchers to be crucial In tha development of a school In lAlch all pupils, 
regardless of socioeconomic status , succeed in acquiring a mastery of basic 
gkills, particularly In the areas of raiding and mathematics* Such crucial 
factors Include a sensa of mission, stiong instructional leadarshlpi high 
expectations for students as wall as school staff * frequent monitoring of pupil 
progress, a positive learning climate, sufficient opportunity for learning to 
take place, and parent/community Involvement in the school program* In 
addition to the program director, SIP liaison personnel were assigned to each 
participating school on a part-time basis to asslsjt school staff in 
coordinating program efforts* 

Time Interval i Thm SIP coincided irtth the school year. A pretest was 
administered in late September, and a posttest in lata April, Students 
included in the pretest^posttest analysis must have taken both pretest and 
posttest in the same school and must have had a valid scora on each* 

Actlvltias i Providing building level Inservice programs related to the 
characteristics of Instruetlonally effactlve schools was a key alement in the 
program effort. In addition, each participating school developed a mission 
statemant, ^Ich concisely stated the school's purpose as perceived by the 
school staff, as well as a school Improvement plan, ^Ich outllnad the focus of 
tha school's efforts for the school year. Some schools made particular efforts 
In certain areas, such as having staff members arrange home visits to better 
acquaint parents/comunlty irtth the school program. 

Program Objectives s Objectlva 1,1 stated that each school woiild participate in 
a needs assessment survey. Objective 1,2 stated that thara would be a roster 
from each school submitted to the program director x^lch lists members of the 
SIP consnlttee at aach school. Objective 1,3 stated that there would be 
evidence that pretests ware admlnlsterad. Objective 1,4 stated that there 
would be a 1985^86 mission statement provided by aach participating school. 
Objective 1*5 stated that a building SIP plan muld be prepared with a copy 
submitted to the program director. Objective 1,6 stated that there would be 
evidence that posttest s rare administered. Objective 2*1 stated that there 
^uld be evidence that a mission statement was reviewed, revised, developed, 
and adopted by each participating school. Objective 2*2 stated that 75% of a 
Fandom sample of parents responding to a parent survey would Indlcata that the 
mission of the school was communicated to them* Objective 2*3 statad that 
administrators of participating schools would attend at least two out of three 
SIP academy inservice programs, and that 90% of the participants raspondlng to 
a SIP Inservice avaluatlon form would indicate that tha academy sesslun was 
successfiJ. or very successful in meeting stated objectives. Objective 2*4 
stated that 90% of the participants at school Inservice sessions who responded 
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to a SIP evaluation survey would Indicate that the inservlce %mm iuccessful or 
very aucQessful In meet:j.ng the stated objectives* Objective 2.5 stated Chat 
the nmber of home visits made by school staff at participating schools would 
be enumerated • Objective 3*1 stated that an evaluation design would be 
prepared for the SIP Program. 

Evaluation Design s Growth In pupil achievement In basic skills ms measured by 
the" administration of the Comprehensive Teats of Basic Skills (CTBS| 1981) In 
both the fall and spring of the school year* The Needs Assessment Survey was 
prepared locally^ based on an Interview schedule developed and used by the 
Connecticut State department of Educations Locally constructed forms ^ surveys p 
and aheckllsts were used to obtain evaluation data on other objectives. 

Ha jor Findings /Recommendations i Pretest^posttest scores In both reading and 
mathematics were obtained ^rom nearly 4800 pupils In grades 1^8 attending the 
SIP schools « Analyses of these scores p obtained from the Comprehensive Tests 
of Basic Skills (CTBS| 1981) » showed the pupils^ change In achievement was 
slightly greater than expected in Reading Comprehension* The growth in 
Hathematics Computation was substantial id.th 23.8% more of the pupils at grade 
level on the posttest than at grade level on the pretest. The comparable 
figure for Reading Comprehension imm I?*1Z. Analyses indicated that pupils from 
lower income families continued to score aonslstently lower in both reading and 
mathematics. This has been true for each of the four years that SIP hag been 
implemented In the Coltmbus schools « In factp the pattern of pupil growth in 
mathematics and readings regardless of ^Ich standardised test was used, also 
has been consistent during the four years of SIPs The growth In pupil 
achievement as measured by NCI points and the percent of pupils at grade level 
from the fall pretest to the spring posttest has been consistently larger for 
mathematics than for reading # For mathematics, the average achievement gain 
for all pupils is given for each program year, ^th NCE point gains in 
parenthesis followed by the change In the percent of pupils at grade level from 
pretest to posttesti (13.6) 31,4% for igSa-^BSp (10,8) 23,4% for 1983-84, (9,5) 
19.2% for 1984-85, and (12,7) 25,8% for 1985-86. Comparable NCE point gains 
and percents at grade level for Reading Comprehension are as follows: (4,2) 
11,9% for 1982-83, (4.9) 11,7% for 1983-84, (0,6) 0,5% for 1984-85, and (2.9) 
3,1% for 1985-86. 

During the last four school years, (1982-1986) a considerable amount of 
process and product data were collected through both formal and informal 
means, ^e Project Director and the Department of Evaluation Services have 
voluminous data regarding SIP, The following recommendations are based on 
these data. First, the concepts underlying the School Improvement Program 
serve as a conceptual framet^ork for organising other programs, and provide a 
systematic means of obtaining mauFgement data^ Tiie School Improvement Program 
has demonstrated that the effective schools concepts can serve as a framework 
for progr&ui management ^Ich Is research-based, provides for state mandates for 
competency-based education, provides for the Identification of merit schools , 
provides for the Identification of low performing schools, and provides a 
database of information for central office decision makers. Second , research 
on effective schools shoiid continue to be gathered \d,th significant findings 
shared ^th school administrators and professional staff. The Colimbus School 
Improvement Program ms %d,dely recognised as a major program effort in 
effective schools research In Ohio. Third, efforts should continue to Identify 
and Implement methods that i^ll Increase the acquisition of basic academic 
skills of pupils from low Income backgrounda. 
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FINAL EVALUATION EEPORT 



SCHOOL MPROraMENT PROGRAM 



Aeaording to educational researehi an effeetiva school 1§ one In i^leh all 
pupils, regardless of soaloeconomlo status » suegaad In acquiring a mastery of 
basic skills^ particularly in the areas of reading and aathematlcs. 
Educational research hy Edmonds Cl982)j Brookover (1978, 1982) and others has 
focused on a nimher of factors considered crucial to an effective school. 
Research Indicates that the degree to ^Ich such factors are present In schools 
may be related to the fact that some schools are more effective than others in 
helping pupils achieve a mastery of basic skills. Consequently^ the School 
Improvement Program was implemented to maxlmii^e the presence of such factors in 
the participating schools in order to improve the effectiveness of each school, 
and hence, pupil achievements ^e following factors are considered necessary 
for an "effective school" by the State Department of Education Division of 
Equal Educational Opportunities, 1981 £ 



Im A Sense of Mission 

2* Strong Building Leadership 

3, High Expectations for All Students and Staff 

4> Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress 

5* A Positive Learning Climate 

6s Sufficient Opportunity for Learning 

7m Parent /Community Involvement 



The School Improvement Program (SIP) was Initiated In five Coltmibus 
schools during the 1982^83 school year* TOe program \mm expanded to include 18 
schools during the 1983^84 school year and 26 schools during the 1984^85 school 
year* In order to more effectively utilise available resources, the program 
ras Implemented In the following 15 schools during the 1985^86 school yean 



The SIP was partially funded by ICIA Chapter 2* Each school In the SIP 
was provided the services of a SIP liaison the equivalent of one and two— thirds 
days per week on a schedule that ims mutually agreed upon by principals sharing 
the services of the SIP liaison. The SIP liaison ^s to coordinate program 
efforts at the building level and to provide technical assistance to the 
principal and staff as neededs The SIP liaison wuld report to the Program 
Director concerning program efforts* The focus of program efforts ^mm to 
Improve the academic achievement of pupils in the basic skill areas, 
partici^arly in reading comprehension and mathematics computation, as mil as 
lessening the disparity in achievement levels between pupils of different 



Crest view MS 
Linmoor MS 
Mohawk MS 
Beck ES 

East Linden ES 



Heyl IS 
Highland ES 
Kent ES 
Koebel ES 
Linden ES 



Trevitt ES 
Windsor ES 



Medary ES 
Pilgrim ES 

Reeb ES 
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soeloeconomlc backgrounds « Providing building level i service rogr^s related 
to the characterlstles of Instructionally effeetlv^^ ^< ooi^ %s a kmy element 
in the program effort. An evaluation design for t-hm p*. igr©?^ WMS fi^aveloped to 
measure the sueaesa of program efforts^ and Is otitJiiriea prc.^g'atad In the 
1985^86 program plan* 



Evaluation Design 

The Department of Evi^luatlon Service a provide ")A4cal assistance In 
terma of inatriment development^ data analysis , Af0 t.ia preparation of reports 
for the follotd^ng evaluation questions as deacrlbed In tht*. Eval^tlon Design of 
the 1985-86 Program Proposal i 

1.1 Question I (NEEDS ASSESBMIOT SURVEY) 

Did each school participate In a needs assessment survey? 

By September 1» 1985 a needs assessment survey would be conducted at each 
project achool* The Department of Evaluation Servlcea would prepare the 
needs assessment document^ provide an orientation for SXF staffs proceas 
the needs asseasment datap analyze the resulting data, and report the 
findings to SIP staff In an organized and timely manners 

1.2 Question ; (SIP CO^ITTEE ROSTER) 

^ Will there be a roater from each school aubmitted to the Director of Staff 
Developnent idilch 11a ts the comnlttee members? 

By September 30* 1985 each participating school would organize a School 
Improvement Program Coimittee comprised of an administrator^ a liaison 
person* representative staff and parents. The Program Director would 
maintain a record of such rosters from each participating schools 

1*3 Quaation : (PRETEST OF STUDEOT ACHIEVEMENT) 

Is there evidence that pretests were administered? 

By October S* 1985 a pretest of reading and raathematlca irauld be 
administered at each school to assesa the academic ability of students • 
The Department of Evaluation Services would prepare the necessary test 
materlala for dlstrlbutionp provide an orientation for SIP staff, prepare 
the test data for procesalngp analyze the reaults, and report the findings 
to appropriate SIP staff In an organized and timely manner. 

1*4 Question s (SCHOOL MISSION STATEMENT) 

la there a 1985^36 mission statement provided by each project school? 

By November 1* 1985 each participating school would revise a previous 
mlaalon statement » or would develop a new school mission statement.. The 
mlaaion atatement would reflect the correlates of achool effectiveness. 
The Program Director would obtain copiea of the new or revised mission 
statements from each participating school* 
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1.5 Quegtien i ( SCHOOL PLMS) 

Is a building plan prepared with a copy on file In the Of flea of Staff 
Dsvelo^ent and Himian RelaClons? 

By December 1, 1985 each participating schoel would davelop a building SIP 
plan baaed on analysed data from tha needs asiessment fiurvey^ analysed 
data from the pratast, and other approprlata data. ^e FS'ogram Director 
loould collect such plans ^ and ascertain that the plans Incorporata the 
corralatas of school effectiveness, and the analyzed data trtilch wire 
provided to the schools* 

1.6 Question : (POSTTEST OF STUDEOT ACHIEVEMENT) 

Is there evidence that posttests were administered? 

By Hay 1^ 1936 a posttest of reading and mathematics muld be administered 
at each school to assess the academic achievement of students and to 
provide data ^Ich would raflect pre^post changes in student academic 
growth* The Department of Evaluation Services would prepare the necessary 
teat materials for distribution, prepare the test data for processings 
analyze the results, and report the findings to appropriate SIP staff in 
an organlTOd and timely manner* 

2*1 Question s (MISSION STATEMENT REVIEW) 

Was a mission statement revlewd, revised, developed, and adopted by each 
project school? 

By November 1, 1985 each participating school ^uld review, revise, or 
develop a school mission statement- The mission statement would be 
written In behavioral tenis and In langt^ge ufiderstood by the clients of 
the school* The Program Director muld obtain mission statements from 
each participating school* 

2.2 Question f (PARENT SURVEY) 

Do 75% of a random sample of parents responding to a parent survay 
Indicate that the mission of the school iras communicated to them? 

During the 1985^86 school year, the school mission statement would be 
communicated to students, parents, and community* In Hay, 1986 a random 
sample of parents would be surveyed to ascertain their awareness of the 
school missions The Department of EvalMtlon Sefvlcas would prepare the 
survey InstriOTent, and the Director of Staff Development /Himan Relatlongi 
would arrange for the distribution and oollactiou of the survey « The 
Department of Evaluation Services would process the data, analyse the 
results, and report the findings to appropriate SIP staff In an organised 
and timely manner. 

2.3 Question I (SIP ACAD^Y) 

Did program administrators attend at least two out of three SIP academy 
Inservlce programs? 
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Do 90% of the partiQlpanCs responding to a SIP insarvice eval^tion form 
Indieate that the academy session ^mm sueeassful or very sueeessful In 
meeting stated objectives? 

^rlng the 1985^86 sahool year, the prlnelpals of SIP schools wotild attend 
a series of three SIP aeademy Inservlce programs. The Frogram DlreGtor 
muld maintain an attendance matrix showing the presence and absence of 
partlalpants , and would distribute and collect evaluation forms at thm 
conclusion of each inservlce* The Department of Bvaluatlon Services would 
process the datap analyse the results ^ and report thm findings to 
appropriate SIP staff In an organised and timely manner. 

2,4 Question : (SIP SCHOOL INSERVICE) 

Do 90% of the participants responding to a SIP evaluation survey Indicate 
that the inservlce was successful/very successful in meeting the stated 
objectives? 

During the 1985-'86 school year each SIP school would participate in 
inservlce sessions ^ose topics would be derived from analyzed needs 
assessment survey data and other data based materials The Department of 
Evalijatlon Services would process data from the Inservlce sessions » 
analyze the results, and report the findings to appropriate SIP staff in 
an organized and timely manner. 

2*5 Question I (HOME VISITS) 

How many home visits were made? 

During the 1985*^86 school yeari teachers from participating schools would 
have the opportunity to make home visits. TOe Program Director would 
obtain data on home visits from weekly logs submitted by liaison staff. 

3*1 Question g (EVALUATION DESIGN) 

Was an evaluation design prepared? 

During the 1985^86 school year* the SIP activities as described in the 
evaluation design would be evaluated in order to assess program 
effectiveness. ^e Department of Evaluation Services would evaluate the 
program objactlves related to 1.1 Needs Assessment p 1«3 Pretest of Student 
Achievements 1*6 Posttest of Student Achlevementp 2*2 Parent Survey, 2,i 
SIP Academy Inservlce^ 2.4 SIP School Ingervlce, and 3.1 Evaluatlen 
Design. 



Major Findings 
*" 

The following is a report on those objectives that have received technical 
support services from the Department of Evaltiation Services to datei 1.1 Needs 
Assessment Survey * 1*3 Pretest of Student Achievement , 1.6 Posttest of Student 
Achievement^ 2*2 Parent Surveys 2*3 SIP Academy* and 2.4 SIP School Inservlce* 
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1.1 Needs Assessment 



Eaah participating SIP sehool staff completed the Needs Assessment Survey 
(NAS) during the month of August ^ 1985. The NAS prepared by the Department 
of Ivalyation Services s based on an interview schedule developed and used by 
the Connecticut State Department of Education. The NAS, as used in the 
Coltmbus SIP schools s consisted of 67 Items ^ each having five response 
choices # The response choices for each item consisted of brief narrative 
descriptors, lettered "A" through "E" representing a continuisn from less than 
ideal ("A") to ideal ("E"), ii^ere ideal represents a school environment or 
condition considered appropriate according to the literature of effective 
schools » The items composing the NAS are divided into seven categories or 
factors t each representing an Important aspect of ''effective schools as shotm 
in Table 1* 



Table 1 



NAS Items Composing Seven SIP Factors 





Factor 


Itam Nos. 


No . of Items 


1, 


Safa and Orderly Environment 


1-5 


5 


2. 


Clear School Mission 


6-16 


11 


3. 


Instructional Leadership 


17-30 


14 


4. 


High ExpecCatlons 


31-40 


10 


5. 


Opportunity to Learn and Time on Task 


41-49 


9 


6. 


Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress 


50-57 


8 


7. 


Rome School Relations 


58-67 


10 



Factor profiles were developed for each of the seven "effective schools" 
factors fori C^) each school staff responding to the survey (on file with 
Project Director) I (b) the combined elementary school staffs responding to the 
survey (Appendix A)| and (c) the combined middle school staffs responding to 
the survey ( Append Isc B) » 

Before the NAS was administered^ the Department of EvaluatiGn Services 
provided an orientation session ^ for the principals and SIP liaisons concerning 
the content and procedures for aimlnistration of the survey* After the survey 
was conducted 9 Evaluation Services processed and analyzed the datai preparing 
frequency distributions by Itemp factor profiles » and graphic representations 
of the factor profiles for each participating school* On September 18 1935^ 
Evaluation Services provided SIP principals and liaisons an Inservlce program 
regarding the Interpretation of results and possible wa^^s to utilise the 
results* According to the SXF program designs the principal and liaison » 
together with their respective building staff » were to usa the resets of the 
needs assessment to prepare a prioritised list of needs for their particular 
school In terms of the seven factors related i^o "effective schools »" This 
would enable the staff at each school to develop a School Improvement Program 
Plan tailored to their particular needs # 
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A fraquency distribution of MAS Fespondents by position Is sisDmarlzed In 
Tabla 2 for middle schools » alementary schools ^ as well as for the combined 
total. As Indicated In the tablep a total of 321 BiP staff members responded 
to the survey. Of this ntsnberp 235, or 73.2% were regular olassroom teaeherSs 
and 226i or 70«4% were alemantary sohooX staff members* 



Table 2 

Frequency Distribution and Percent of NAS 
Respondents by Position and Level 



Level 



Position Middle Blamantary Total 

__N % lf~ % N % 



Principal or Asst. Principal 


2 


2.1 


4 


1.8 


6 


1.8 


Regular Classroom Teacher 


64 


67,4 


171 


75.7 


235 


73.2 


Cercificated Staff (e.g. 














Special Ed., CLIAR, Counselor) 


26 


27.4 


48 


21.2 


74 


23.2 


Other 


3 


3.1 


3 


1,3 


6 


1.8 


Total 


95 


lOOZ 


226 


lOOZ 


321 


100% 



An overall analysis of factor profiles for elamantary schools (AppandiK A) 
and middle schools (Appendix B) indicates that the majority of regular teacher 
responses were positive ("C" to "E"). At both the middle and elementary 
levels » factor profiles for Homa^School Ralations were less positive, with more 
of the rasponsas in the "A" or ''B" aategory. At both tha middla and alementary 
school level, 37% of the responses were either "A" or "B'-* Item 60, regarding 
the low percentage of parents attending parent^teacher conferences, was a 
particularly negativa item at both the elementary and middle school levels. 

An analysis of Individual sohocil staff response to the NAS "effective 
schools" factors revealed much variability from school to school in terms of 
the percent of staff members from each school gave a positive response 

(marked rasponsa choice D or E) to the Items composing the seven "affective 
schools" factors* The percent of staff members at a school ^o marked the 
items positively within a factor was calculated for each SIP elementary school, 
and then for all SIP alementary schools. The difference between the percent 
positive response for each SIP elementary school and the percent positive 
response for all SIP elementary schools ^s then calculated. Those schools 
with a positive difference from the. total of all SIP elementary schools, had a 
greater percentaga of positive response to a given factor th^^n did SIP 
elementary schools as a ^olei those schools with a negative difference from 
the total of all SIP elementary schools, had a smaller percentage of positive 
response to a given factor than did SIP elementary schools as a t^ole. The 
results for SIP alementary schools Is simmarlEed In Table 3, i^ile the results 
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for SIP middle schooli Is suaffiiaflzed in Table 4- The same results for SIP 
elementary eahools are sunmarized graphieally by factor In Appendix Cp irtille 
the middle aahool results are sunmarlzed graphloally by factor in Appendix D« 

A review of Table 3 Indicates, for axamplet that Koebel staff members ware 
more positive about their school in terms of "Safe Invlromentt" with a 
response 40% more positive than the avarage SIP elementary school. Reyl staff 
members p on the other hand, ware less positive than the average SIP elementary 
school on the factor "Safe Envlroiment." Further review of Table 3 reveals the 
relative position of each SIP elementary school on the seven SIP factors , and 
how each school ^s percent of positive responses dlffars from the average 
percent of responses of all SIP elementary schools « 

Similarly, a review of Table 4 indicates that Moha^* staff members were 
mora positive about their school In tems of "Safe Invlronment," with a 9% 
difference I than the other SIP middle schools. Llnmoor staff members , on the 
other hand, were the least positive, %rt.th a -5% difference from the average 
middle school on the factor "Safe Environment." Further review of Table 4 
reveals the relative position of each SIP middle school on the seven SIP 
factors, and how each school^s percent of positive responses differs from the 
average responses of all SIP middle schools. 

1,3 Pretest Administration 

During the first week of October, 1985 a pretest of reading and 
mathematics was administered to the pupils in each participating school, except 
for those pupils In kindergarten and special education classes. The Department 
of Evaluation Services provided extensive technical support for the pretest 
administration* After ordering and re;^.eivlng necessary testing materials, the 
test booklets » test manuals, answer keys, and other docisnents were serially 
stamped and ntrabered for distribution to school buildings • ^e serial nuabers 
of materials distributed to various school buildings were recorded to insure 
the security of the test and the safe return of materials at the concltislon of 
the test administration* In addition to nmabering test materlalfi^ and 
providing for the shipping and receiving of such materials before and after the 
test administration, the Department of Evaluation Services provided orientation 
sessions for key staff, edited the data for processing, and analysed and 
interpreted the test reports received from the test publishers. The criterion 
specified In Evaluation Question 1.3 tos achieved* A description of the 
pretest restilts, the posttest results, and change score analyses are Included 
in the section of this report entitled "Pretest-Posttest Results." 

1*6 Posttest Administration 

During the fourth week .of April, 1986 a posttest of reading and 
mathematics was administered to the^'puplls in each participating school, except 
for those pt^plls In kindergarten and special education classes* The posttest 
administration ms conducted as part of the annual district testing program* 
The Department of Evaluation Services again provided some technical support for 
the posttest administration, particularly for grade 1. The Department of 
Evaluation Services, together %dth the Department of Testing, provided 
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orlentatidn iesslons for eertaln sehool staffs edited the data for procasslng, 
sad analyzed and Interprated the test reports received from the test 
publishers. The crltarlon specified In Evaluation Question 1.6 vas achieved. 
A deserlptlon of the posttest results ^ as well as the pretest results and 
ehanga score analyses ate included in the section of the report entitled 
"Pretest^Posttest Results." 



2.2 Parent Survey 

During April> 1986 a random sample of 1^688 pupils in participating SIP 
schools ware given copies of the Parent Survey Form CAppendlx 1) to take heme 
to their parents* The parents ware to complete the survey and return the 
survey to the school with the pupil. A total of 658 questionnaires were 
returned in this manner* The 75% criterion specified In Evaluation QuestlDn 
2*2 was not achieved, irtth 39,9% of the 671 respondents to Item 2 indicating 
that they were "aware of the school ^s educational goals and beliefs for the 
current school year (Mission Statement)*" Overall, the response to survey 
Items reinforced the results of the NAS analysis that home-school 
communications could he improved* For example, in response to Item 1, only 
44,8% of parents indicated that they were arare of the School Improvement 
Program* In response to Item 9, 77.3% of the parents Indicated that they 
believed the School Improvement Program had helped thalr child during the 
school year. Only 20*4% of the parents surveyed indicated that someone from 
the school had talked irtth them about the School Improvement Program (Item 3)* 
The overall results are summarliged In Table 5, ^lle the results for the 
combined middle schools * and the combined elementary schools are provided in 
Appendix J* The latter results Indicated that parents with children attending 
elementary school grades were more arare of the program and responded more 
favorably to the survey items than did those parents with children In the 
middle school grades. 



2.3 SIP Academy 

By June, 1986 a total of three Inservlce sessions had been conducted for 
principals of participating schools* A chronology of the Inservlce sessions Is 
smamariged In Appendix P, Including the location, Inservlce topic, and other 
pertinent facts for each session* An analysis of the chronology Indicated that 
a total of 56 personnel (duplicated count across sessions) took part in 11.75 
hours of Inservlce activities. By multiplying the total nimber of participants 
by the total nimber of Insarvica hours , the nmber of person hours ol Inservlce 
can be calculated* The nmber. of person hours expended for Inservlce related 
to design Objective 2*3 was 658*0* *' 

^ analysis of the data obtalnad from the School Improvement Program 
Evaluation Form (AppendlK G) indicated that the first criterion specified In 
Evaluation Question 2*3 was achieved with. 100% of the 49 respondents Indicating 
that the inservlce ras "successful or very successful" In meeting stated 
objectlvas* 
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Table 5 



Percent and Average Response to 
Items of the Parent Survey Form 











Percent 


of Respondents 




Item 


N 


Average 
Response 


Yes 
(1) 


No 
(2) 




Did you know that the school was 
making special efforts to further 
Improve its academic program 
(School Improvement Program or 
SIP)? 


674 


1,6 


44,8 


55,2 




Were you aware of the school 
educational goals and beliefs for 
the current school year? (Mission 
Statement) 


671 


1,6 . 


39.9 


60.1 


3. 


Did anyone from the school talk 
^th you abojit its academic program 
(School Improvement or SIP) this 
year? 


673 


1*8 


20,4 


79.6 


4* 


Do you better understand the 
school '^s academic program this 
school year? 


662 


1,6 


43,2 


56,8 


5* 


Do you think the school expects 
enough of your child in learning 
the basic skills of each subject? 


659 


1,1 


85,3 


14.7 


6* 


Has your child's progress In 
learning the basic skills been 
reviewed frequently this year by 
the school? 


628 


1,2 


82.3 


17.7 


7* 


Has your child been assigned 
enough homework during this school 
year? 


669 


1.2 


78.2 


21,8 


8^ 


Are you satisfied with your 
child's progress in learning the 
basic skills this year? 


654 


1,2 


75,4 


24.6 


9* 


Do you believe the school's 
efforts to further improve Its 
program (School Improvement 
Program or SIP) helped your child 
this year? 


572 


1,2 


77*3 


22,7 



1 7 

^ 10/08/86 



ERIC 



12 



2.4 SIP School Inservlca 

By Jimep 1986 the nimber of Insarvlce sessions reported from 14 
partlQlpating schools totaled 32. No Inaervice aesslons were reported from 
Pilgrim Elementary School, A chronology of the Inservlce sessions is 
sufflmarized in Appendix H, including the location, Inservlce topic , and other 
pertinent facts for each seasion. to analyats of the chronology indicates that 
a total of 545 personnel (duplicated count across aessiona) took part in 139.25 
hours of inservice activities* By multiplying the total nimber of participants 
by the total nimber of Inservlce hours, the nmber of person hours of Inservice 
can be calculated. The ntsaber of person hours eKpended for Inservice related 
to design Objective 2,4 ^ms 75,891.25. Inservlce sesalona were conducted at 
the Indlvldiml school buildings. 

An analysis of the data obtained from the School Improvement Program 
Evaluation Form Indicated that the first criterion specified in Evaluation 
Question 2.4 was achieved Kith 94.2% of the 503 respondents indicating that the 
inservice was "successful/very successful" In meeting stated objectives. 



Pretest-Posttest Results 

A major characteristic of a school improvement program Is the monitoring 
of pupil achievement in the basic skill areas* As part of this process, the 
pupils in SIP schools were administered testa of basic mathematics and reading 
skills. The pretest was admlnlaterad during the week of September 30, 1985, 
and the posttest was administered during the week of April 21, 1986* 

The two leading tests and two mathematics tests from the Comprehensive 
Tests of Basic Skills (CTBSi 1981) were used for grades 1*8. The CTBB~tests 
used were: Reading Vocabulary^ Reading Comprehension, Hathematlcs Computation 
(not part of the test used to pretest f lrst*-graders) , and Mathematics 
Concepts/Applications. The Word Attack test ras also administered to pupils in 
grades 1*3* Form U of the test was used throughout all grade levels tested in 
the fall, as well us for grade 1 In the spring* Fona V of the test was used In 
grades 3, 5, 6 and 8 for the posttest In the spring* At grades 4 and 7 
Customized Tests of Reading and ^thmatlcs were used for the first time In the 
spring posttest* The customised tests provided estimates of performance on the 
appropriate CTBS tests* The levels and forms of the test used for each grade 
level, for both the pretest and the posttest, are simnarlied in Table 6. The 
levels and forms of the test used were the same for both the reading and 
mathematics tests. 

It ehould be noted that the comprehension test of Level B, ^ich was 
administered to first-graders in the fall, is an oral comprehenaion test, Th?. 
comprehension test of Level C, i^lch was administered to first-graders in tha 
spring, is a reading comprehension test* Since these two tests represent 
different skills, "caution should be used In Interpreting the results for 
reading comprehension for f Irst^graders. The best indicator for reading 
achievement for first-graders Is the total reading score* Level B was used for 
grade 1 on the pretest because Level C reading tests, especially comprehension, 
proved too difficult for the first-graders at pretest time last year* 



EVALSRVCS/P609/RPTFIN86 1 8 

^ 10/08/86 

EKLC 



13 



Table 6 



CTBS Tast Levels and Forms 
by Grade Lrnvml 





Pretest 


Posttest 


Grade 


Level 


Form 


Level 


Form 


1 


B 


U 


C 


U 


2 


D 


u 


D* 


V* 


3 


E 


u 


E 


V 


4 


P 


u 


F* 


V* 


5 


G 


u 


G 


V 


6 


G 


u 


G 


V 


7 


H 


u 


H* 


V* 


8 


H 


u 


H 


V 


*Custom±zed Tests 


of Reading 


and Mathematics 


provided 


estimates 


of performance on 


this CTBS 


test. 







To be included in the evaluation eampla a pupil had to have taken a 
pretest and poattest in the same school and had to have a valid score on both 
the pretest and the posttest* Alsoj pupils In kindergarten and special 
education classes were not Included in the evaluation sample* Of the 5987 
pupils pretested^ 4799 (80.2%) met the aelectlon criteria and were Included in 
the evaluation sample. 

The remainder of this report is a description of the pretest^posttest 
results. The reader is advised that the values In the change CiiliMns in Tables 
7**17 may vary by one^tenth of a point from the values obtained from subtracting 
the pretest values from the posttest vr,lues. This variation is due to rounding 
and is not an error in Qomputation. Alsop in Intarpreting these resists the 
reader should be aware of the types of scores used In carrying out the data 
analysis. First, the raw sQOre is simply the number of Items on i^lch the 
pupil marked only the correct response. Seconds the percentile (%lle) score 
indicates how the pupil's raw score compares with the raw scores of the pupils 
in the norming group. A percentile score of 70 indicates that the pupil did as 
well or better than 70% of the pupils in the norming group. The percentile is 
not an equal unit of measurement » but does provide comparative information 
regarding the pupil's performance. ^Ird, the normal curve equivalent (NCE) is 
a standard score with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of about 21. 
Unlike the percentile ^ the NCE Is an equal unit of measurement* This means 
that the distance between any two points in the NCE distribution Is the same 
and represents the same amount of change (see Appendix E for the distribution 
of different types of scores)* .A major advantage of NCE scores is that 
arithmetic operations can be done with them. For example , pretest^posttest 
change scores can be computed and averaged* While percentile scores are used 
in this report, the NCE score represents the most accurate picture of pupil 
groi^h. The pre test^post test analyses also provide the percent of pupils ^o 
scored at or above grade level and the percent of pupils lAo scored above the 
36th percentile* The latter analysis was done to depict the percent of pupils 
considered to be far enough below grade level to require remediation according 
to ECIA Chapter 1 state guidelines. 
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Table 7 cQntalna a summary of pretest, posttest, and change scores for the 
Wdtd Attack Test (grades 1-3) for all SIP schiinls reported by grade leval. The 
data In Table 7 show that the total avarage growth iti Word Attack skills for 
all pupils TOS greater than expected « While the expected NCE change for the 
oomal school population Is mmvo NCE points during tha course of a school year, 
the total avarage change for SIP schools was 4*3 NCE points, Tha greatest 
average gain In NCE points achlevad at grade 3 with 10.5 NCE points $ while 

the smallest gain was achieved at grade 1 with 0.6 NCE points. The average NCE 
score on the post test was 45 .8 , v^ereas the nonn group, or national avarage 
would be 50*0* 

For the Word Attack Test, 29.6% of the pupils ware at grade level on the 
pratast» while 44 » 3% of the pupils were at grade laval on the post test for a 
gain of 14.6%. Grade 3 showed the greatest increase in pupils at grade level 
from pretest to postteat with 29 .6%, while grade 2 showed the smallest Increase 
in pupils at grade level from pretest to postteat wLth 5.8%. 

Table 8 contains a s^^mary of pretest , posttest, and change scores for the 
Reading Vocabulary Test (grades 1^8) for all SIP schools reported by grade 
level* The data in Table 8 show that the total avarage growth in Reading 
Vocabulary skills for all pupils mm greater than expected. While the expected 
NCE change for the normal school population is ^ero NCE points during the 
course of a school years the total average change for SIP schools was 3.4 NCE 
points. The greatest average gain in NCE points was achieved at grade 4 with 
9.1 NCE points p while no gain was achieved at grade 3* The average NCE score 
on the post test \mB 45.9, ^emas the norm groups or national average i^uld be 
50.6. • 

For the Reading Vocabulary Test^ 31*6% of the pupils were at grade level 
on the pretest » i^ile 38*9% of the pupils were at grade level on the posttest 
for a gain of 7*3%. Grade 4 showed the greatest increase in pupils at grade 
level from pretest to posttest with 20* 7% , ^ile grade 3 showed the smallest 
increase in pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with 0*9%. 

Table 9 contains a siounary of pre test » posttest , and change scores for the 
Reading Comprehension Test (grades 1^8) for all SIP schools reported by grade 
level* The data in Table 9 show that the total average growth in Heading 
Compfehension skills for all pupils ms slightly greater than eKpected* While 
the expected NCI change for the normal school population is zero NCE points 
during the course of a school year^ the total average change for SIP schools 
was 2*9 NCE points* The greatest average gain in NCE points was achieved at 
grade 2 with 5.3 NCE points * i^ile grade 8 showed a loss of -0.5 NCE points. 
The average NCE score on the posttest was 47* 1^ whereas the norm group, or 
national avarage would be 50.0, 

For the Reading Compreherislon^ Test^ 37.5% of the pupils were at grade 
level on the pretest, ^lle 40.4% of the pupils \mtm at grade level on the 
posttest for a gain of 3*1%* Grade 7 showed the greatest increase in pupils at 
grade level from pretest to posttest with 13*9%, ^ile g^ade 8 shei^d a 
decrease In pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with — 5*1%* 
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41,8 
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49.! 
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47.9 


40.3 


51,9 


jj,U 




liih 




! 6 


7,9 


5.2 


3 


663 


34.0 


40.9 


29,0 


48.1 


14,0 


40.9 




4S,1 


.0 


.9 


,0 




670 


44.0 


41,1 


43.4 


61,3 


51.0 ■ 


39.1 




40.1 


9.1 


20,7 


11.1 


! 


65S 


. 41.0 


46,3 


40,6 


54,8 


38.0 


43,1 


33.4 


50.4 


3.2 


7,2 


4.4 


6 


416 


42.0 


47,1 


39,7 


60.6 


!9.5 


45.7 


37.4 


52,8 


1,5 


i.3 


7,8 


? 


m 


47.0 


49,6 


45.1 


67,4 


41,0 


4S.5 


39, a 


S6.4 


4.2 


5,5 


11.0 


8 


413 


44,0 


46.0 


39.5 


60 J 


36.0 


43.7 


31.a 


49,2 


2,3 


8.2 


11,6 


TOTAL 


4771 
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POST 


TEIT 






m TEIT 
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GRADi 
LEVEL 


NO, 
TiSTlO 


MiDlAN 
KILE 


MEAN 
NCI 
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% ST 
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36 ULE 
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NCE 


X AT 
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1 


m 




44,5 


37.6 


50,5 


17,0 


40.3 


35,? 


47,4 


1*7 




3,1 


i 


613 




43.4 


45,1 


57.8 


34,0 


43,1 


32,5 


45.3 


5,3 


1Z.8 
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47.3 


38.7 


60,1 


37.0 


43,0 


33,3 


53.6 
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17.8 
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54.4 


1,9 
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•J 


a 




39.0 


47,? 


14.9 


50.7 


IB.O 


44,7 


16.1 


50,7 




'1.4 


0,0 


7 




53.0 


5i.7 


55,5 


74,8 


43,0 


47.5 


41,6 


61,8 


hi 


13.9 


13. Q 


S 


413 


45,0 


48.3 


45,5 


59,8 


50,0 


49.3 


50.6 


65*4 


".5 


■5.1 


'5.6 


TOTAL 


4697 


4i.O 


47,1 


4n.4 


Ihl 


38,0 


44,3 


37.3 


53,1 


2.9 


3.1 


4.1 




25 



H 

SI 



26 



18 



Tabla 10 contains a susmary of prataatp posttest, and changa ecores for 
Total Raading (gradas 1^8) for all SIP schools reported by grade leval. The 
data In Tabla 10 show that the total avaraga growth In Total Reading skills for 
all pupils TOS greater than axpactad* While the expeetad NCE ehanga for the 
normal school population Is ^ero NCE points during the course of a school year^ 
the total average change for SIP schools was 3.2 NCE points. ^e graatast 
average gain In NCE points was achieved at grades 2 and 4 with 4.7 NCE points, 
f^lle the smallest gain wis achieved at grada 8 with 0.6 NCE points « Iha 
avaraga NCE scora on cha posttast was 46s2p wharaas the norm group | or national 
avaraga wot^d be 50.0 » 

For Total Raading, 32.9% of tha pupils ware at grade level on the pretest , 
while 38.8% of the pupils ware at grade level on the post test for a gain of 
5.9%. Grade 2 showed the greatast Increase In pupils at grade level from 
pretest to posttest with lle3%» fAlle grade 5 shomd the smallest Increase In 
pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with 2.0%. 

Table 11 contains a summary of pretest , posttast, and change scores for 
the Mathematics Computation Tast (grades for all SIP schools reported hy 

grade level. The data In Table 11 show that tha total avaraga growth In 
Mathamatlcs Computation skills for all pupils mm greater than expected. While 
tha expacted NCE change for the normal school population Is ^ero NCE points 
during the coursa of a school yaar, tha total averaga change for SIP schools 
was 12.7 NCE points # The greatest average gain in NCE points mm achieved at 
grade 4 ^th 18. S NCE points ^ ^lla tha smallast gain was achlevad at grade 8 
with 0.7 NCE points « The avaraga NCE score on the posttest was 51. 7 ^ t^ereas 
the norm groups or national averaga would be 50.0. 

For tha Hathamatlcs Computation Test^ 27.5% of the pupils were at grade 
level on the pretest, ishlie 53.3% of tha pupils were at grada laval on the 
posttast for a gain of 25«8%» Grade 3 showed tha graatest Increase in pupils 
at grade level from pretest to posttast ^th 32.8%, while grade 8 showed the 
smallast IneraEse In pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with 3.6% • 

Table 12 contains a swoary of pretast, posttest , and change scores for 
the Mathematics Concepts and Applications Test (gradas 1-^8) for all SIP schools 
reported by grade Jevel* Thm data in Table 12 show that the total average 
growth in Mathematics Concepts and Applications skills for all pupils was 
greater than expected. I^lle the expected NCE change for the normal school 
population Is sero NCE points during the course of a school year, the total 
average change for SIP schools was 8s5 NCE points. The greatest average gain 
In NCE points was achlevad at grade 1 with 14.2 NCE points, r^tlm grade 8 
showed, a loss of ^2«1 NCE points* The avaraga NCE score on the posttest was 
49 »7, whereas the norm group, or national average would be 50.0« 

For the Mathematics Concepts and Applications Testj 31.1% of the pupils 
were at grade level on the pretest, i^lle 48.8% of the pupils were at grade 
level on the posttest for a gain of 17 #7%. Grade 7 showed the greatest 
Increase In pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest id,th 25^2%, ^lla 
grade 8 showed a decrease in pupils at grade level from pretest to posttast 
with -8.6%. 
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Tmble 13 contains a sifflmary of pretest ^ posttest, and ehange scores for 
Total Hathematics (grades 2-8) for all SIP schools reported by grade level. 
The data in Table 13 show that the total average growth in Total tothematlca 
skills for all pupils \mm greater than expected, ^ile the espeeted NCE change 
for the normal school population ie zero NCE points during the course of a 
scho'jl year I the total average change for SIP schools ras 10 • 3 NGE points. The 
greatest average gain in NCE points was achieved at grade 4 with 15*6 KGE 
polat8» i^lle grade 8 shoTOd a loss of -0,5 NCE points. The average NCE score 
on the posttest ras 50,5 , i^ereas the norm group p or national average would be 



For Total MatheffiatlcSs 28s8X of the pupils i«re at grade level on the 
pretest, i^lle 50,6% of the pupils were at grade level on the posttest for a 
gain of 21,7%, Grade 2 showed the greatest increase in pupils at grade level 
from pretest to posttest with 28.8%p lAile grade 8 showed a decrease in pupils 
at grade level from pretest to posttest ^th ^4«0%# 

A major theme of most of the literature on effective schools Is that a 
school is effective If the economically disadvantaged pupils in the school 
learn the basic skills to the same extent as pupils not economically 
disadvantaged, toalyses of the pretest-posttest SIP data were made to 
determine the degree to i^lch the achievement gains of pupils in the school 
district subsidized lunch program TOre comparable to the gains of pupils not In 
the lunch program, A pupil ^ose Student toster File record Indicated that the 
pupil was receiving either a free or reduced price limch was Included in the 
subsidized lunch group. The achievement gains of these pupils were compared 
with the gains of pupils not Involved In the subsidized lunch program. 

Tables 14 and 16 contain a suraary of the pretest^ posttest, and change 
scores for the CTBS Total Reading Test (grades 1-8) reported by subsidized 
lunch category. Of the 4799 pupils tested, 75*9% (3642) were counted In the 
subsidized lunch category. At each grade level, for both the pretest and the 
posttest, the mean NCE was lo^^r for the pupils In the subsidized lunch 
category. At many grade levels the difference between the means for the two 
categories was subi^tantial. The difference between the percent at or above 
grade level and che percent above the 36th percentile for the two categories 
was consistently In the same direction as the NCE results. 

When pretest-posttest change ras compared, mean NCE change was found to be 
silghtly larger In grades 1, 3, 4, 6, and 8 for the pupils In the subsidized 
lunch category. Based upon the data contained in Tables 14 and 16 pupils in 
the subsidized lunch category tended toi (a) score lower on the pretest; (b) 
score lower on the posttest | and (c) show slightly greater growth between the 
pretest and the posttest. 

Tables 15 and 17 contain a simmary of the pretest, posttest, and change 
scores for the CTBS Total Mathematics Test (grades 2-^8) reported by subsidized 
Itinch category a Of the 3869 pupils tested, 75,9% (2936) were coimted in the 
subsidized lunch category. At each grade level, for both the pretest and the 
posttest, the mean NCE ras lower for the pupils In the subsidized lunch 
category. The difference between the percent at or above grade level and the 
difference between the percent above the 36th percentile for the two categories 
was consistently In the same direction as the NCE resiilts. 
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When pretegt-posttest ehange ims compared^ the Mean NCE was found to be 
largar for the pupils not In the eubsldlsad lunch category In all grades but 3 
and 8e Based on the data eontalnad in Tables 15 and 17 ^ pupils in the 
subsidized lunch category tended toi (a) score lo^imr on the pretest| (b) score 
lower on the poet test | and (c) show less growth between the pretest and the 
posttest . 



Simmary 

The fol^ovi^ ig sismary provides evaluation information for the major School 
Mprovament Program activities during the 1985^86 school yean 

1 ^ Durltig September J 1985 a needs assessment ims conducted at 
each participating school^ in order to assist school staff 
in the develo^ent of a School Improvement Program Plan. 
The instrtment used^ Needs Assessment Survey , %mm prepared 
by the Department of Evaluation Services and focused on the 
seven factors Identified as key ingredients of an effective 
achool program# While results varied from school to school 
on each of the seven factors, one in particulars home-school 
relations » was identified by most schools as an area where 
improvement was needed. 

2* By June I 1986 a total of three inservice sessions were 
conducted for building principals to providm support and 
strategies for the impiementation of the School Improvement 
Program, A total of 56 participants (a duplicated count) 
took part ±n 11*75 hours of inservice activities. The 
inservice sessions were rated by all of Che 49 respondents 
as being auccessful or very successful in meeting stated 
objectives. The 90% evaluation criterion ms achieved. 

3* By June, 1986 a total of 32 inservice sessions were 
conducted for building staffs at 14 participating schools A 
total of 545 participants (a duplicated count) took part in 
139.25 hours of inservice activities. The Inservice 
sessions were rated by 94.2% of the 503 respondents as being 
successful or very successful in meeting stated objectives. 
The 90% evaluation criterion was achieved^ 

4. During April J 1986 a survey of 658 parents ^th children at 
program schools ravealad that 39.9% of the respondents 
indicated that they were "aware of the school ^s educational 
goals and beliefs for the current school year," thus falling 
short of the 751 criterion specified in Evaluation Question 
2.2. Results from the survey were generally positive. Of 
the parents surveyed^ 44.8% were aware of the School 
Improvament Programp and most parents (77 .3%) indicated that 
th^y believed the School Improvement Program had helped 
their child during the school year. 
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5. Pretefit*posttest scores in both reading and mathematics were 
obtained from nearly 4800 pupils in grades 1^8 attending the 
SIP sehools. Analyses of these scores, obtained from the 
Comprahansive Tests of Basic Skills CCTBS' 1981), showad the 
pupils^ change In achievement was slightly greater than 
expected In Reading Comprehenqi on . The growth in 
Itethematics Computation mm substantial idLth 25.8% more of 
the pupils at grade level on the post test than at grade 
level on the pretest* ^e comparable figure for Reading 
Comprehension mm 3*1%* Analyses Indicated that pupils 
from lower income families continued to score consistently 
lower in both reading and mathematics* ^is has been true 
for each of the four years that SIP has been implemented in 
the Colwbus schools* In fact, the pattern of pupil growth 
in mathematics and reading, regardless of which standardised 
test was usedp also has been consistent during the four 
years of SIP* The growth in pupil achievement as measured 
by NCI points and the percent of pupils at grade level from 
the fall pretest to the spring posttest has been 
consistently larger for mathematics than for reading. Table 
18 summarizes the achievement gains for all pupils in 
reading and mathamatics for each of the four years the SIP 
program has been implemented* 

Table 18 

Achievement Gains as Measured 
by Change in NCE Points and Percent 
of Pupils at Grade l^evel from Pretest 
to Posttest in each Program Year 



MADING MATHE>^TICS 



Program 
Year 


Average NCE 
Change 


% at Grade 
I^vel Change 


Average NCE 
Change 


% ac Grade 
Level Change 


1982-83 


4.2 


11.9 


13.6 


31.4 


1983-84 


4.9 


11.7 


10.8 


23.4 


1984-85 


0.6 


0.5 


9.5 


19.2 


1985-86 


2.9 


3.1 


12.7 


25.8 
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During the last four school years, (1982^1986) a considerable amount of 
proeess and product data mre collected through both foraal and informal 
means* The Project Director and the Department of Evaluation Services have 
volirainous data regarding SXF. The following recommendations are based on 
these dataa First, the concepts underlying the School Improvement Program 
serve as a conceptual framework for organizing other programs , and provide a 
systematic means of obtaining management data. The School improvement Program 
has demonstrated that the effective schools concepts can serve as a framework 
for program management which is research^based, provides for state mandates for 
competency^based education, provides for the identification of merit schoolB, 
provides for the Identification of low performing schools, and provides a 
database of information for central office decision makers* Second , research 
on effective schools shot^d continue to be gathered with significant findings 
shared ^th school administrators and professional staff. The Colmibus School 
toprovement Program was ^dely recognized as a major program effort in 
effective schools research in Ohio* Third, efforts should continue to identify 
and implement methods that \id.ll increase the acquisition of basic academic 
skills of pupils from low income backgrounds. 
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Sohool: IIP Heiiatgry Sshools 
Data: 09/65 

Sohool Iiproviiint Frogrii 

NEis AssyMT mm fiptor nwM 

Itfiffi Ho, of 

Factor Hps. 1 fiiapanaa CholQe Peroint 

A B C D 1 

1 Sift ifld Opdtrly Invironient 1-5 5 171 1 9 ^1 37 12 

2 tor SQheoI Hisilon 6-16 H 171 1 8 21 HO 29 

3 InatPuetioiBl Liidepship 17-30 l^i 170 7 10 2| 36 24 

4 High apectitions m 10 1T1 ^ 12 28 P 21 

5 Opportunity to Liirn ind fill en Task 9 171 ^ 10 29 S^l 23 
e Frequent MonitoriBi ef Studint Preiriss 50-57 8 171 I 6 14 37 42 
7 HoDflobgol Rilitions 58-67 10 170 9 28 27 ^ 11 
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NAS Factor Prof t lei for Mlddla Sctols 
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,SQhoo^l SIF Middle Sshsois 
Date; M 



SehoeL. JmppeYiiint Mgm 

Hi®a Assaaiit faqtoh mm 



Itfii No. of J » « t 

IlfllsE ™ A tl 0 D E 



1 Safi and Orderly Envlrsimsnt 

2 Clear Sabool MlssLon 

3 initruetloMl Liiiership ^'^''^ 



I| High Expeetatloni 

5 OppoptUDlty to learn ind Tiii on Tisk 

6 Friqutnt HenitoriBg of Stud«nt Progreis mi 



6-16 11 ei 1 M i1 «^ 30 

14 51 8 l:fi 26 33 23 

3140 10 S3 11^ 3^1 31 17 

1,1.1,9 9 61 3 8 3i| 3« 21 

8 61 2 I 1^1 35 ill 



7 HoEi-Sehool Bilatlom 
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Graphs of HAS Factor ProfHes = for Elementary Baho 
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Appendix D 

Graphs of NAS Factor Profiles for Middle Schools 
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Appendix E 

Comparison of Various Scores to tha Noraal Curve 
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Appendix F 
Chronology of Inservlce for SIP Acadamy 
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For 

_____ office 
School Type Month p4^y Yaar use only 
Coda 



Colimbug Public Schools 
School Improv^ffignt program 

IVALUAtlOK FORM 



laiarvice Topic 
Freaenter(i) 



School Asslgnaetit _ Dmte_ 



DiracEionsi ?Q«r Items 1^4, etrcie the ntmber that tie c l(i4Hlcatas the 
iteaccass of this Inservici ses^ ion. 



Vary lit J tie No 

Succag sf ux S yceessfuX Undecldgd £^g£jc^ss SuceaSi 

1* The objectives the 
progrfani were ele^t ^ly 

atatid* 5 4 3 2^ 

2. Thi inservlae P^tf^Ssram 
aehiayid Ita st^^ei^d 

objictlves* 5 4 3 2.2 

3* The lnforaatl©n ^^^esanted 
increased my un^#ti^atand±ng 
of thi School ita^^« ^ovament 

Progfam, 5 4 3 2 * 

4* The infonnatlon ^Jr*-resanted 
wtil gislst mm W " the 
Implenantatlon r the 
School lmproveffl^f*t - Program 

at my school* 5 4 3 2 * 

5. What wag tha rooat? t halpful part at th^ insetvic^ prpgraffl? _ ^ 



6* What ^ms the lem#t _ helpful part o£ th^ iniirvtee progrini! 



7» ^^aMdditlonal t^t^f ormatlon or eoplci ^uld yoxi like to see ^Q^^verad in 
future meatlngs? 
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ChrDnology of Inservlee for SIP Schools 
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PAKINT SnRVET FORM 
1985-86 



nil ymmr wa ar^^a □onduotlng a speolal pregrra mt our sobodl. It la omllad the 
|ohool ^provm^^mnt Frosram (SIP), You omn help ua with the program hf olrolli^ 
four answer to eaab question below. Please answer the questions todmf and 
return this sur^^ey to the sobool without delaj* nank jou for your asslstanoe« 



1, Sid you Snow that the sohool was making speolal Tes No 

efforts ^^^o further Improve Its aoademlo propaa 
(Sobool ^^aprOTesent Prograa or SIP)? 

2m Ware you aware of the sohool' s eduoatlonal goals and Tes Ho 

bollefs ^^or the ourrant sobool year? (Ittsslon Statemant) 

3. Did anyo^^a from the sobool talk with you about Its 7as No 

adadamlo program (Sohool Zmprovament Progrm or SXP) 
this yea^? 



4« Do you b^ettar understand tha sobool 's aoademlo 7as No 

prop'am ^tehls sohool year? 

5« So you t^^lnk th% sobool axpaots enough of your ohlld Tes No 

In laarndS^ng tha baslo skills of aaoh subjeot? 

6« Has your child's progress In learning the basic skills Tes No 
baan reTdS^awad fraquently this year by the sobool? 

7» Has your ohlld been assigned enough bomawork dtuf^lng Tas No 

this scb^^ol yem^? 

8# Are you ^^atlsfled with your ohlld 's progress In Tas No 

learning the baslo skills this yav? 

9. Do you b^llOTa the sobool *s efforts to further laprove Tas No 
Its pro^^aa (/lahool Improvament Prograa or SIP) balped 

your ohll^d this year? 

10. Coaaents y^ou wish to make mbout tha Bohool ^provamant Prograai 
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Parents Survey Analyils for Combinad Middle Schools and 
CQmblned Elementary Schools 
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Appendix J 



Percent and Average Response to 
Items of the Parent Survey Form 





for Combined 


Middle 


Schools 














Percent 


of Respondents 




Item 


N 


Average 
Response 


Yes 
CD 


No 
C2) 




Did you know that the school tos 
making special efforts to further 
improve its academic program 
(School Improvement Program or 
SIP)? 


261 


1.6 


42.1 


57.9 




Were you aware of the school's 
aducatlonal goals and beliefs for 
the current school year? (Mission 
Statement) 


259 


1.6 


37.8 


62.2 


3* 


Did anyone from the school talk 
^th you about its academic program 
(School Improvement or SIP) this 
year? 


260 


1 #9 


14 • O 


S ^ /• 
O J • H 


4, 


Do you better understand the 
school "^s academic program this 
-school year? 


256 




38.7 


61.3 


5. 


Do you think the school eKpects 
enough of your child in learning 
the basic skills of each subject? 


251 


1*2 


82.1 


17.9 


6. 


Has your child's progress In 
learning the basic skills been 
reviewed frequently this year by 
the school? 




1 T 
1 • ^ 


/ / • 5» 


• 1 


7* 


Has your child been assigned 
enough homework during this school 
year? 


259 


1.2 


78.0 


22.0 


8. 


Are you satisfied with your 
child's progress in learning the 
basic skills this year? 


258 


1.3 


69.8 


30.2 


9. 


Do you believe the school's 
efforts to further Improve Its ^ 
program (School Improvement 
Program or SIP) helped your child 
this year? 


213 


1.3 


71.8 


28.2 
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Appendix J 



Percent and Averaga Raeponse to 
Items of the Parent Survey Form 
for Combined Elementary Sehools 



Item 



Percent of Respondents 
Average Yes No 

N Reeponse ( l) (2) 



Im Did you know that the school ws 
making special efforts to further 
Improve Its academic program 
(School Improvement Program or 
SIP)? 

2m Were you amre of the school's 
educational goals and beliefs for 
the current school year? (Msslon 
Statement) 

3* Did anyone from the school talk 

^th you about Its academic program 
(School toprovement or SIP) this 
year? 

4, Do you better understand the 
school's academic program this 
school year? 

5 s Do you think the school ©Kpects 
enough of your child In learning 
the basic skills of each subject? 



413 1.5 



412 1.6 



413 1*8 



406 1*5 



408 la 



46,5 



41.3 



24*0 



44*7 



87. 3 



53.5 



58.7 



76.0 



52.4 



12.7 



6. Has your child's prograss In 
learning the basic skills been 
reviewed frequently this year by 
the school? 



388 



1.1 



85.1 



14.9 



7m Has your child been assigned 

enough homework during this school 

year? 410 

8* Are you satisfied with your 

child's progress in learning the 

basic skills this year? 396 

9m Do you believe the school's 
efforts to further Improve Its 
program (School Improvement 
Program or SIP) helped your child 
this year? 359 



U2 



1.2 



78*3 



79.0 



21.7 



21.0 



1.2 



80*5 



19.5 
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